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Sec. 18-202. - Prohibition in front or side.

(@)

(b)

(©)

Prohibition. No fence may be constructed, improved or structurally altered on the front yard
(setback) of any building site. Exceptions: this restriction does not apply to low retaining walls,
institutional security fences, fences owned by any governmental entity or fences or walls specifically
required or allowed to be located in the front yard (setback) of a building site by this Code or the
zoning ordinance.

(1) Reserved.

(2) Low retaining wall means a wall designed and used to hold earth or similar material in place,
no part of which extends higher than the highest naturally occurring part of the ground in the
front portion of the building site and no part of which is located outside of the building site.

(8) Institutional security fence means a fence which meets all of the following criteria:

a. The fence is located on a building site where there is a building or group of buildings
specially constructed and used as an actual place of religious worship (including schools,
parking lots, parsonages and other accessory buildings);

b. The fence is located along or generally parallel to a major thoroughfare, and only along
side streets to the extent necessary to connect the main portion of the fence to side fences,
rear fences or buildings; and

c. The fence is no more than 50 percent opaque.

(4)  Major thoroughfare means Kirby Drive, Bissonnet Street or Bellaire (West Holcombe)
Boulevard.

Rotated corner lots . This subsection only applies to a corner lot carved out of a larger corner site
originally established by the first plat or map of the subdivision in question, where the front street line
of the corner lot is on a different street from the street where the larger corner site had its front street
line. On such a corner lot, no fence may be constructed, improved or structurally altered along the
side street line of the corner lot (this would have been the front street line of the original larger corner
site) unless the fence is set back from the side street by at least one of the following two distances:

(1) A distance equal to the depth of the front setback area of any adjacent building site which has
a front setback area abutting the side street; or

(2) Adistance equal to the depth of the side setback area of the corner lot, measured from the side
street. If the BSC is requested to issue a variance to permit a fence on the corner lot closer to
the side street than prescribed above, and if a petition signed by 20 percent or more of the
persons owning property along the side street within 200 feet of the rear lot line of the corner lot
(and on the same side of the side street) is presented to the BSC before it acts on the request,
the requested variances shall not take effect unless approved by all members of the BSC
qualified and serving. Under no circumstances, with or without a variance, is a fence allowed
within five feet of the side street line.

Street visibility at a major thoroughfare. This subsection only applies to a corner lot adjacent to a
major thoroughfare or roadway marked for four lanes or more. Any fence constructed, improved or
structurally altered on any such lot shall require prior approval from the building official and/or a
traffic study submitted by a licensed traffic engineer. Visibility will be determined in accordance with
the guidelines of the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO). The
standard is a 15-foot curb setback from the major thoroughfare for the assumed eye of the
approaching driver. The building official may reduce this setback to a minimum of ten feet if there is a
natural obstruction.

(Code 2003, § 6.583; Ord. No. 1979, § 1(Exh. A), 5-20-2013; Ord. No. 2001, § 1(App. A), 2-9-
2015)



H&M SUls/EY[NG & ASSOCIAT&, INC.

PHONE: (713) 524-1500 P.O. BOX 980068
FAX: {713) 524-8860 HOUSTON, TEXAS 77098-0068

<7 e —
T T ORSRS o

NORTH 100.00’

: * -
F 5/8" IR o @ S 1/2
{ BEARS 0.3’ 201 & “ IR
aqr - -
N25°41'W 379 .U'l -
®
l o
FOw .
’:_?‘ i 6501 WESTCHESTER nao
[o,]
- % ) 9.0 =
w )
w ol 4
I . 3
@
= % o N
|I o NN o
— o 20.1° 42" Yy R o o 1@
o) - —16.0' g . o 29 na
(@) o 28.4 - Lot 8
~
| N
©
o
F1/2" F 5/8° IR
I R W/CAP
| @ : _‘ /
SOUTH 100.00
Y T el T
r/;\ Fs
' g‘_','u ]j " ,J?
i

QLRVE xO2 HASNOT AdsTRACTED
TH L o PE~<TYLTHEE ww%f
e Aute, Fomva s

I certif; tth‘at,the}above platis a true representation of a survey made on the ground under my supervision of
By o

Lot __ "7 Block 222 in_WELCT OrtvEc L Ny LA R

recorded in Vol. /44  Page S(+3 of the . &< Records of A< .. <, County, Texas
and out of the Survey, Abstract No.

Purchaser

GF # Date ¥ 2/ <4 FB #

Bearing Reference | A~ , Scale ! 2O , Job No.

This Property is located in flood insurance rate map zone X
aspermap 7E 20 1C Sook , dated <~ < ~NTSe

Note: This survey 1s provided 10, and for the benefit of. . Any re-distribution, copfrmd
or transaction is not authorized, and is a violation of federal copyright law. The certification placed hereon is void under any such unauthd

B




Clay Chew

From: Len Slusser <lenslusser@mac.com>
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 9:29 AM

To: Clay Chew

Subject: 6501 Westchester

Mr. Chew,

You were kind to give me information to register a strong protest against building a street-facing fence on this
property.

| live at 6437 Rutgers and walk by the property daily. After living in West U almost 50 years | have never seen
a fence that would be in a front yard.

Please keep the visual integrity of the neighborhood intact and not allow this.

Thank you,

Len Slusser

6437 Rutgers Ave.

713-410-3707

Sent from my iPhone



Clay Chew

From: Mike Maniey <mikemtx1941@swbell.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 7:02 PM

To: Clay Chew

Subject: August 6 hearing regarding 6501 Westchester

Dear Mr. Chew,

My wife and | have lived at 6517 Westchester, two doors down from 6501, for 25 years. We’ve reviewed the hearing
notice and would like to make a few comments about the issue. | am not sure we can participate in the hearing, so |
hope this will suffice.

It isn’t clear what the owner’s motive for the fencing is but, since they have already moved out, it would seem related to
efforts to sell the house. While we can sympathize with that, we think there are several problems. One is that the
proposed fencing would be out of keeping with the rest of the neighborhood, and detract from its appeal.

A second, and more significant one, is that the fencing, based on the flags | see, would put his neighbor to the east in
what amounts to a tunnel. That family would have virtually no view of the street or sidewalk as they back out of their
drive. That would be a significant safety issue for them, and for drivers on Pittsburgh, who tend to go relatively fast since
it has no stop signs on Rutgers or Westchester. It would also be somewhat of a safety issue for anyone walking along
the sidewalk, since there would be no warning of a car backing out.

We do not think that the variance should be approved.

Michael J. Manley
Paige M. Jackson

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



